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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

3.1 COMMENTERS 

This document contains public comments received on the DEIR, which consists of letters and emails 
received by the Placer County Community Development Resource Agency.  Additionally, this document 
contains public comments and other materials (e.g., petitions, letters, exhibits, photographs, etc.) received 
at the July 22, 2010 Placer County Planning Commission Hearing.  The following two sections list the 
commenters and the dates of the comments. 

3.1.1 Written Comment Letters Received 

Comment Letter 1 Mark Morse, City of Roseville (July 22, 2010) 
Comment Letter 2 James Navicky, California Department of Fish and Game (July 26, 2010) 
Comment Letter 3 Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse (July 27, 2010) 
Comment Letter 4 John Clark (June 14, 2010) 
Comment Letter 5 Vicki Bohlin (June 16, 2010 and July 15, 2010) 
Comment Letter 6 Nancy Boris (June 16, 2010) 
Comment Letter 7 Dave Forkum (June 16, 2010) 
Comment Letter 8 Peter Azevedo (June 23, 2010) 
Comment Letter 9 Robert & Linda Friend (June 23, 2010) 
Comment Letter 10 Orlando Reyes (June 23, 2010) 
Comment Letter 11 Sean Young (June 23, 2010) 
Comment Letter 12 Raj D. (June 24, 2010) 
Comment Letter 13 Helen Silveria (June 24, 2010) 
Comment Letter 14 Sean Mitchell (July 3, 2010) 
Comment Letter 15 Carol Flinn, Tim Sweeney, and Tamie Houser, Doyle Ranch Owner’s 

Association (July 6, 2010, July 21, 2010, & July 23, 2010) 
Comment Letter 16 Van Haas (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 17 Monica Alvarez (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 18 Shirley Alvarez (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 19 Teodoro Alvarez (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 20 Fred Arriaga (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 21 Angela Arriaga-Simpson (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 22 Joel Arriaga-Simpson (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 23 Gagandeep Bains (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 24 Parminder (PJ) Bajwa (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 25 Dion Brown (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 26 Yolanda Brown (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 27 Rachel Coles (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 28 Michael Coursey (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 29 Karen Coursey (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 30 Deborah Cousins (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 31 David Ekstrand (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 32 Margaret Ekstrand (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 33 Mimi Filizetti (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 34 Nancy Fowler (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 35 Lyuba Galushkin (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 36 Mikhail Galushkin (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 37 Teri Gonzalez (July 8, 2010) 
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Comment Letter 38 Lou Griffin (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 39 Gabrielle Haas (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 40 Van Haas (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 41 Tamie Houser (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 42 Debora Largent (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 43 Charles & Kelly Loseth (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 44 Mike McGrane (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 45 Adam McKahan (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 46 Karen McKahan (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 47 Deanna Mullen (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 48 Erin Mullen (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 49 Yakov Patlis (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 50 Yana Patlis (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 51 Brian Pointer (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 52 Galina Orlova (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 53 Tiffany Osgood (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 54 Gary Osgood (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 55 Gary Osgood (second submittal) (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 56 Leah Robinson (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 57 Jordan Robinson (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 58 Pippa Shibata (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 59 Tom & April Standring (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 60 Tim Sweeney (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 61 Name Illegible (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 62 Michelle Weigand (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 63 Tim Wong (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 64 Yun Zhang (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 65 Laura Ackerman (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 66 Monica Alvarez (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 67 Shirley Alvarez (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 68 Teodoro Alvarez (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 69 Blanca Arabi (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 70 Fred Arriaga (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 71 Joel Arriaga-Simpson (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 72 Angela Arriaga-Simpson (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 73 G.C. Anderson (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 74 Gagandeep Bains (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 75 Amar Bains (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 76 Aman Bains (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 77 Surinder Bains (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 78 Parminder (PJ) Bajwa (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 79 Rupinderjit Bains (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 80 David Bise (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 81 Teresa Bolden (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 82 Stephen Bridges (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 83 Becky Briggs (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 84 Rachel Coles (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 85 Michael Coursey (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 86 Tom Coursey (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 87 Stephen Coursey (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 88 Colleen Christiansen (July 8, 2010) 
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Comment Letter 89 Carol Flinn (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 90 William Fowler (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 91 Mikhail Galushkin (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 92 Lyuba Galushkin (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 93 Teri Gonzalez (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 94 Van Haas (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 95 Gabrielle Haas (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 96 Jim Hord (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 97 Zinna Howard (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 98 Galen James (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 99 Louise Lane (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 100 Debora Largent (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 101 Charles & Kelly Loseth (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 102 Jennie Luh (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 103 George Luh (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 104 Suneli Lyons (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 105 Tanya & Ananiy Malinovskiy (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 106 Jassie Mander (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 107 Mike McGrane (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 108 Deanna Mullen (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 109 Erin Mullen (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 110 Tiffany Osgood (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 111 Terrie Osgood (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 112 Terrie Osgood (second submittal) (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 113 Brian Pointer (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 114 Steve Prince (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 115 Debbie Prince (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 116 Leah Robinson (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 117 Jordan Robinson (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 118 Steve Rodgers (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 119 Conrad Santos (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 120 Pippi Shibata (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 121 Tom & April Standring (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 122 Daniel Strait (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 123 Tim Sweeney (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 124 Jonathan & Joyce Tobias (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 125 Jonathan Tobias (second submittal) (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 126 Michelle Weigand (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 127 Michael Wolfe (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 128 Autumn Wolfe (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 129 Yun Zhang (July 8, 2010) 
Comment Letter 130 Mark Geyer & Jana Cervantes – Dry Creek Joint Elementary School District 

(July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 131 Laura Ackerman (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 132 Jill Agee (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 133 Issa Arabi (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 134 Gagandeep Bains (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 135 Dion Brown (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 136 Yolanda Brown (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 137 Mahendra Dullabh (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 138 Hemlata Dullabh (July 12, 2010) 
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Comment Letter 139 Vimal Dullabh (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 140 Margaret Ekstrand (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 141 Mimi Filizetti (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 142 Carol Flinn (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 143 Tamie Houser (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 144 Ananiy & Tanya Malinovskiy (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 145 Ronnie Mander (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 146 Georgeta Marjean (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 147 Pete Marjean (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 148 Galina Orlova (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 149 Yakov Patlis (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 150 Yana Patlis (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 151 Ken Payne (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 152 Steve Prince (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 153 Debbie Prince (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 154 Gennadig Protasov (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 155 Olga Rodgers (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 156 Maria Santos (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 157 Dawn Strait (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 158 Tuan Tran (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 159 Autumn Wolfe (July 12, 2010) 
Comment Letter 160 Tien Nguyen (July 13, 2010) 
Comment Letter 161 Gene & Betty Huber (July 14, 2010) 
Comment Letter 162 Bill Lobotzke (July 15, 2010 & July 22, 2010) 
Comment Letter 163 Carol Flinn (July 16, 2010) 
Comment Letter 164 William Fowler (July 16, 2010) 
Comment Letter 165 Jani & Kati Estes, Debbie George, Monica Gollmyer (July 18, 2010) 
Comment Letter 166 Aaron & Keri Johnson (July 19, 2010) 
Comment Letter 167 Patsy Lobotzke (July 19, 2010 & July 22, 2010) 
Comment Letter 168 Anthony & Rita Viviano (July 19, 2010) 
Comment Letter 169 Kirk Viviano (July 19, 2010) 
Comment Letter 170 George & Jo Ann Aiello (July 20, 2010) 
Comment Letter 171 Michael & Autumn Wolfe (July 20, 2010) 
Comment Letter 172 Norman Gifford (July 21, 2010) 
Comment Letter 173 Kevin Poopalasingam (July 21, 2010) 
Comment Letter 174 Jon & Lois Proko (July 21, 2010) 
Comment Letter 175 Todd Shields (July 21, 2010) 
Comment Letter 176 Pam Battaglia (July 22, 2010) 
Comment Letter 177 Thomas & Celia Blalock (July 22, 2010) 
Comment Letter 178 Jeff Devon – Morgan Creek Community Association (July 22, 2010) 
Comment Letter 179 Lynda Phan (July 22, 2010) 
Comment Letter 180 Chuck & Gloria Scott (July 22, 2010) 
Comment Letter 181 Brigit Barnes – Brigit S. Barnes & Associates (July 23, 2010) 
Comment Letter 182 Jasvinderjit (Jesse) Bhullar (July 23, 2010) 
Comment Letter 183 Dave Cook – RCH Group (July 23, 2010) 
Comment Letter 184 Tom Porter (July 23, 2010) 
Comment Letter 185 Francisco & Belen Valencia (July 23, 2010) 
Comment Letter 186 Shelly Werner (July 23, 2010) 
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3.1.2 Comments and Other Materials Received at July 22, 2010 Planning Commission 
Hearing on DEIR 

Commenter 187 Tamie Houser (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 188 Jeff Devon (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 189 Maria Wong (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 190 Troy Burdick (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 191 Trisha Sweeny (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 192 Ken Payne (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 193 Adam McKahan (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 194 Bill Lobotzke (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 195 Aaron Johnson (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 196 Vicki Bohlin (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 197 Jeffrey Allen (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 198 Jana Cervantes (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 199 Candace Kost-Herbert (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 200 Russ Carollo (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 201 Troy Burdick (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 202 John Clark (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 203 Maria Wong (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 204 Ken Payne (July 22, 2010) 
Commenter 205 Unknown Name (July 22, 2010) 

3.2 MASTER RESPONSES 

MASTER RESPONSE 1 – OPPOSITION TO REMOVAL OF EXISTING TRAFFIC DIVERTER 
AT THE BASELINE ROAD/COOK-RIOLO ROAD/WOODCREED OAKS BOULEVARD 
INTERSECTION 

Removal of the through-movement restriction (i.e., traffic diverter) at the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo 
Road/Woodcreek Oaks intersection was discussed at several West Placer Municipal Advisory Committee 
(MAC) meetings between 2007 and 2010. 

Several commenters expressed concern about the removal of the traffic diverter.  The traffic diverter is 
currently having negative impacts for residents within the Roseville city limits, particularly along 
residential streets where “cut-through” traffic is created.  The traffic diverter causes traffic to cut through 
Faulkner Drive and Caswell Drive within the Roseville city limits.  According to studies performed by the 
City of Roseville, the traffic diverter creates the following traffic patterns: 

• Over 50 percent of the traffic on Faulkner Drive and Caswell Drive is from vehicles whose owners 
reside outside the City of Roseville, and over 30 percent of the vehicles are from the Dry Creek 
Community and Antelope Road areas. 

• Dry Creek School District buses use this route as cut-through. 
• An average of 42 violations per day occur when vehicles illegally go around the traffic diverter, 

creating potential safety hazards. 

Table 6-9 on page 6-33 in the Draft EIR presents the forecasted daily traffic volume and level of service 
(LOS) calculations for the Community Plan area roadways under Alternative 1 (No Project Alternative) 
and the proposed project.  As seen in Table 6-9, Cook-Riolo Road would experience a noticeable decline 
in traffic under the proposed project. 
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With the removal of the traffic diverter plus the addition of speed-reduction treatments along Cook-Riolo 
Road, the cumulative volumes are anticipated to decline under the proposed project.  Similar traffic 
volume reductions are also forecasted for other Community Plan area roadways under the proposed 
project, such as Baseline Road and portions of Vineyard Road and PFE Road. 

MASTER RESPONSE 2 – IMPACTS RELATED TO WIDENING OF WALERGA ROAD 

Since the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan was adopted in 1990, many land use changes have 
occurred in the Community Plan area, resulting in the need to update the Community Plan – 
Transportation Element to account for the effects of the proposed and approved developments in the 
Community Plan area and adjacent jurisdictions, and the associated traffic that is generated by them.  The 
objective of the Community Plan – Transportation Element update is to improve traffic circulation within 
the Community Plan area while at the same time preserving its rural character.  This objective was 
accomplished by amending the purpose, goals, and policies of the Community Plan – Transportation 
Element, and by focusing on specific roadway and intersection improvements at the program level (i.e., 
plan level). 

The December 2007 Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (NOP/IS), included in the Draft EIR as Appendix 
A, analyzed the proposed project at a program level because it is not anticipated for construction until 20 
years from now.  The NOP/IS analyzed the proposed project at a program level because this is the 
appropriate level of analysis for a plan, and because project-specific details will be determined once the 
plan is approved and funding is available for development of specific plan components.  The NOP/IS 
analyzed aesthetic, agricultural, air quality, biological, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and 
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, 
population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation/circulation, and utilities and service 
impacts of the proposed project to determine if any potentially significant impacts would occur.  The 
NOP/IS determined that Air Quality, Noise, and Transportation and Circulation may have impacts that 
would be potentially significant and unavoidable, and that these resource areas should be carried forward 
to the Focused Draft EIR for analysis. 

Subsequent to preparation of the NOP/IS, three new elements were added to the proposed project and 
separately evaluated as a part of the Draft EIR.  The three new elements included widening of selected 
Community Plan area roadways (i.e., Watt Avenue, Walerga Road, and PFE Road) as described in 
Section 2.2.2 on page 2-5 in the Draft EIR.  The proposed project is limited to enhancing the existing 
roadway system in the Community Plan area.  As explained in Section 3.5.2, which starts on page 3-14 in 
the Draft EIR, the majority of permanent ground disturbance associated with the proposed project would 
occur in previously disturbed areas, with the temporarily disturbed areas returned to pre-project 
conditions after construction is complete. 

No new roadways are proposed.  Because of this and because the scale of impact is located immediately 
adjacent to existing roadways, environmental impacts associated with the proposed project would be 
similar to those described in the NOP/IS, as described in the second paragraph of page 1-2 of the Draft 
EIR, except for Air Quality, Noise, and Transportation and Circulation. 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

As explained in Section 7.1.1 on page 7-1 of the Draft EIR, Placer County worked to identify alternatives 
within the Community Plan area that would avoid or substantially lessen significant future traffic impacts.  
Some alternatives that were initially considered were rejected because they could not meet one or more of 
the proposed project objectives.  Section 7.1.2 on page 7-2 of the Draft EIR describes in detail the 
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alternatives that were selected for detailed analyses in the Draft EIR.  A total of five alternatives were 
evaluated and compared to the proposed project. 

Traffic Modeling Related to Widening Walerga Road from Four Lanes to Six Lanes 

As a part of the Draft EIR, a traffic study was prepared to document existing and forecast traffic 
conditions in the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan area.  A copy of the Dry Creek West Placer 
Community Plan:  Transportation Element Update Traffic Study (January 28, 2009) and subsequent 
Alternative 5 Results for the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan – Transportation Element Update 
(June 22, 2009) prepared by Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants are available for review at the 
Placer County Planning Department. 

Table 6-2 on page 6-8 of the Draft EIR and Table 6-4 on page 6-11 of the Draft EIR show the existing 
traffic conditions (i.e., roadways and intersections, respectively).  Forecast cumulative traffic conditions 
in the Community Plan area are based on Regional and Community Plan area land use assumptions 
(please see Tables 6-5 and 6-6 on pages 6-24 and 6-25 of the Draft EIR) as well as the Regional and 
Community Plan area roadway assumptions (please see Tables 6-7 and 6-8 on pages 6-27 and 6-29 of the 
Draft EIR).  The traffic study determined where congestion would occur within the Community Plan area 
if no other roadway improvements were completed.  As seen in Tables 6-9 and 6-11 on pages 6-33 and 
6-37 of the Draft EIR, traffic congestion would increase with or without the proposed project. 

Potential Configuration of Six Lanes on Walerga Road 

The potential configuration of Walerga Road with six lanes will be as follows:  six 11-foot lanes (Walerga 
Road currently has 12-foot lanes), two 5-foot bike lanes, and a reduced-width center landscaped median 
(from 11 feet at the Doyle Ranch/Morgan Creek subdivision entrance to 18 feet along straight-aways).  
The Doyle Ranch/Morgan Creek entrances will continue to have dedicated left-turn lanes.  The dedicated 
right-turn lanes/merge lanes may need to be combined into shared through lanes/right-turn lanes/merge 
lanes.  Since the total width from curb return to curb return is approximately 120 feet, a reduction of bike 
lane widths to 4 feet and additional narrowing of the center median could accomplish the installation of 
dedicated right-turn lanes. 

With this configuration, it is not anticipated that Placer County will have to relocate the meandering 
sidewalk on the east side of Walerga Road or remove existing oak trees on the west side of Walerga 
Road.  A small strip of ornamental landscaping may need to be removed between the curb and 
meandering sidewalk on the east side of Walerga Road.  The low-rise earthen berm on the east side of 
Walerga Road will not need to be modified to accommodate the proposed project.  However, it is 
anticipated that the drip lines of trees on the west side of Walerga Road could be impacted, although it is 
difficult to pinpoint the total number of trees at the program level.  Detailed design of the plan 
components, at a later date, would include an assessment of which specific ornamental landscaping and 
trees would be impacted, if any. 

Landscaping and Tree Removal 

Several commenters suggest the Draft EIR dismissively refers to the edges of the existing roadways as 
weedy patches even though they support urban landscaping and native vegetation.  Additionally, several 
commenters suggest the Draft EIR states that little or no landscaping within the Community Plan area 
would be affected by the proposed project.  Placer County disagrees with both suggestions.  While 
roadway landscaping does exist within the Community Plan area, it is certainly not predominant along all 
roadways.  Ornamental landscaping exists only at a few locations within the Community Plan area, 
primarily at the entrances of residential subdivisions.  As stated on page 3-10 of the Draft EIR “The 
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project site(s) consist primarily of disturbed road shoulders dominated by weedy plant species.  In areas 
off the immediate roadway shoulder but within the area of proposed disturbance, vegetation consists 
primarily of ornamental plants, as well as low-growing annual grasses and weeds associated with a few 
heavily grazed horse pastures and plowed fields.” 

The Draft EIR analyzed the proposed project at a program level because this is the appropriate level of 
analysis for a plan, and because project-specific details will be determined once the plan is approved and 
funding is available for development of specific plan components.  At this time, it is not feasible to 
estimate the amount of landscaping and/or trees that would need to be removed to accommodate the 
proposed widening of Walerga Road.  Placer County disagrees with the suggestion that sufficient 
information exists that would allow for a quantifiable assessment of these impacts to be conducted prior 
to adoption of the Final EIR. 

Depending on the conditions in effect in the future, the widening Walerga Road to six lanes could be 
accomplished by using a variety of methods:  (1) removal of a small portion of the center concrete median 
and convert it to additional pavement; (2) narrowing the existing lane widths from 12 feet to 11 feet; (3) 
removal of landscaping between the curb and the meandering concrete sidewalk on the east side of 
Walerga Road; and/or (4) removal of a portion of the grassy area on the west side of Walerga Road.  All 
methods will be considered and evaluated in the future, after the Community Plan update has been 
approved and once funding is available for development of specific plan components.  Based on today’s 
conditions, it appears that no oak trees or the meandering sidewalks would be affected along Walerga 
Road.  A retaining wall may need to be constructed to keep the meandering sidewalk in place.  
Additionally, the “greeter’s house” in the Morgan Creek subdivision would not be affected as it set far 
enough away from Walerga Road. 

Roadway Widening Effects on the Rural Nature of the Community Plan Area 

The widening of Walerga Road from four to six lanes along the currently developed subdivisions appears 
to be possible without substantial change to the existing landscaping or setbacks.  Over the upcoming 
years as projects within the Community Plan area, the City of Roseville, and Sacramento County continue 
to develop, the character of the area will change from open spaces, narrow roads, and grassy fields to a 
more suburban landscape with subdivisions and commercial development.  The County is attempting to 
retain a portion of the “rural” feel of the Community Plan area by requiring new developments to 
maintain substantial setbacks from County roads, requiring meandering sidewalks, using native 
landscaping, and avoiding the use of sound walls. 

MASTER RESPONSE 3 – WIDENING OF WALERGA ROAD BRIDGE OVER DRY CREEK 

As noted by several commenters, the Walerga Road Bridge Replacement Project was not analyzed within 
the Draft EIR.  Placer County also notes that these comments relate to an issue that does not pertain to the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The Walerga Road Bridge Replacement Project was analyzed under a 
separate environmental document, as it is a separate project.  A Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), a 
copy of which is on file at the Department of Public Works, was prepared and received by the State 
Clearing House on January 23, 2009 (Refer to State Clearing House # 2008102100).  This MND and its 
accompanying Initial Study analyzed the impacts of the construction of this bridge.  This MND was 
approved by the Placer County Board of Supervisors on January 13, 2009. 

Effects of Four-Lane Bridge on Proposed Widening of Walerga Road to Six Lanes 

On page 3, in the section entitled, The Bridge and Approaches, in the Initial Study supporting the MND, 
the bridge deck is described as being 100.5 feet wide, adequate for four 12-foot lanes, one 4-foot-wide 
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shoulder/bike lane, and one 20-foot center median.  The bridge will also have a 12-foot-wide Class 1 
Bikeway and an 8-foot-wide walkway separated from traffic with concrete barriers. 

Based on the 100.5-foot-wide bridge deck, the Placer County would not need to widen the bridge in the 
future in order to accommodate six lanes on Walerga Road.  Six lanes can be accommodated through the 
process of removal of the 20-foot center median and restriping lanes to have six 11-foot lanes.  The 
shoulder/bike lane, the Class 1 Bikeway, and the 8-foot walkway will not be removed.  Two typical 
sections are included at the end of this Master Response:  one that shows a four-lane bridge with a 20-foot 
center median and one that shows a six-lane bridge.  The bridge will be designed to handle six lanes of 
traffic from a structural standpoint. 

Flooding Concerns 

The 100-year flood flow in Dry Creek overtops the existing bridge and inundates the roadway, causing 
road closures.  The new bridge will be approximately 8 feet higher than the existing bridge.  The new 
bridge will be raised vertically to elevate it out of the 100-year flood elevation, keeping the roadway clear 
of flooding.  Page 7 of the Initial Study supporting the MND indicates, “the new 4 lane bridge will be 
wider and significantly longer than the existing bridge.  The new bridge will be approximately 8 to 10 feet 
above the natural surface (original ground) and increasing to approximately 18 feet of clearance over Dry 
Creek.”  “In addition, maintaining the clearance under the new bridge will also allow flood flow that 
overtops the bank of Dry Creek to pass under the bridge.” 

Safety 

The new bridge will include lighting.  Lighting will be installed along the bridge in order to enhance 
safety. 

Traffic Impacts During Construction 

On page 3 of the Initial Study supporting the MND, the construction of the bridge is described as follows:  
“The new bridge will be constructed in two stages in order to maintain two lanes of traffic along Walerga 
Road.  Stage 1 construction will consist of construction of the eastern portion of the bridge.  Stage 2 
construction consists of routing traffic onto Stage 1, removal of the existing bridge and construction of the 
western portion of the bridge.”  It is the intent of the Placer County to keep traffic flowing, because this 
section of Walerga Road currently carries almost 15,000 vehicles per day.  Since the existing bridge is 
currently a two-lane bridge, keeping two lanes open at all times will mitigate the construction impacts 
pertaining to traffic flow. 

Biological Resources 

Pages 15 through 24 of the Initial Study supporting the MND analyzed the biological resource impacts of 
the proposed Walerga Road Bridge.  Pages 16 through 22 of the Initial Study analyze the special-status 
species impacts of the proposed Walerga Road Bridge, while pages 23 and 24 outlined the proposed 
mitigation to reduce potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level.  Impacts related to 
riparian habitat and tree loss are specifically discussed on pages 16 and 20.  Impacts to Central Valley 
steelhead and Central Valley fall run Chinook salmon are specifically discussed on page 20.  Impacts 
regarding alteration of the stream channel or streambed in Dry Creek are specifically discussed on pages 
21 and 22.  All impacts were mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 
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Water Quality 

Pages 11 through 13 of the Initial Study supporting the MND analyzed the water quality impacts of the 
proposed Walerga Road Bridge.  Pages 12 and 13 outlined the proposed mitigation to reduce potentially 
significant impacts to a less-than-significant level.  All impacts were mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level. 

MASTER RESPONSE 4 – TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT POLICY 6 

Pertaining to Community Plan – Transportation Element Policy 6, the determination that elements such as 
landscaping and sidewalks must be installed as part of the frontage improvements for a development area 
and will always be a part of the Planning Department and Facility Services requirements.  The intent of 
this policy change is to clarify that landscaping and sidewalks may be conditioned to be outside of County 
Right-of-Way, so that the Department of Public Works shall not be responsible for the maintenance of 
these facilities, but maintenance shall be the responsibility of individual Homeowner’s Associations. 

MASTER RESPONSE 5 – EFFECTS OF WIDENING WALERGA ROAD ON SACRAMENTO 
COUNTY 

Impact 6-5 on page 6-36 of the Draft EIR identifies that impacts for operation of the proposed project on 
Sacramento County roadways would be less than significant.  Under the proposed project, traffic would 
be redistributed throughout the Community Plan area which would result in fewer vehicles traveling on 
North Antelope Road from the Roseville city limits to PFE Road, additional vehicles on Walerga Road 
south of the Sacramento County line, and fewer vehicles on Watt Avenue south of the Sacramento 
County line.  This traffic on Walerga Road south of the Sacramento County line would not worsen 
cumulative LOS F conditions by an increase in the volume to capacity (v/c) ratio of more than 0.05.  
Roadways in Sacramento County were inadvertently omitted from tables and figures in the Draft EIR, 
which would have clearly illustrated this conclusion.  Also, the statement that all Sacramento County 
roads would operate at LOS D or better is an error, as Walerga Road would operate at LOS F with or 
without the proposed project.  The Draft EIR is therefore revised as follows: 

Page 6-6 of the Draft EIR is revised to state: 

No roadway segments were analyzed in either Sacramento or Sutter County as a part of this 
analysis because the traffic model did not show substantial effects on any of the roadways in this 
county these counties. 

Impact 6-5 on page 6-36 of the Draft EIR, second sentence, is revised as follows: 

Compared to the No Project Alternative, the proposed project would have no significant impacts 
on Sacramento County roadways, as these facilities operate at LOS D or better. 

The following figures and tables have been updated to include the following Sacramento County 
roadways:  North Antelope Road from the Roseville city limits to Antelope Road, Walerga Road from the 
Placer County Line to Elverta Road, Watt Avenue from the Placer County Line to Elverta Road. 

Figure 6-2 which follows page 6-6 in the Draft EIR.  Revised Figure 6-2 is at the end of Master 
Response 5. 

Table 6-2 on page 6-8 of the Draft EIR.  Revised Table 6-2 is at the end of Master Response 5. 
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Figure 6-5 which follows page 6-31 in the Draft EIR.  Revised Figure 6-5 is at the end of Master 
Response 5. 

Table 6-9 on page 6-33 of the Draft EIR.  Revised Figure 6-9 is at the end of Master Response 5. 

Table 6-10 on page 6-34 of the Draft EIR.  Revised Figure 6-9 is at the end of Master Response 
5. 

Figure 7-2 follows page 7-9 in the Draft EIR.  Revised Figure 7-2 is at the end of Master 
Response 5. 
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Revised Table 6-2 
Existing Conditions Roadway Segment Operations 

Roadway Segment Classification Lanes ADT LOS 
Antelope Rd - PFE Rd to Sacramento County Line Rolling Terrain Rural Highway 2 6,900 C 
North Antelope Rd - Placer County Line to Antelope 
Rd 

Rolling Terrain Rural Highway 2 9,900 D 

Baseline Rd - Sutter County Line to Locust Rd High Access Arterial 2 10,100 B 
Baseline Rd - Locust Rd to Watt Ave High Access Arterial 2 10,400 B 
Baseline Rd - Watt Ave to Walerga Rd High Access Arterial 2 12,600 D 
Baseline Rd - Walerga Rd to Cook-Riolo Rd  Moderate Access Arterial 3 13,600 A 
Baseline Rd - Cook-Riolo Rd to Foothills Blvd Moderate Access Arterial 3 17,300 B 
Cook-Riolo Rd - Baseline Rd to Vineyard Rd Level Terrain Rural Highway 2 3,100 B 
Cook-Riolo Rd - Vineyard Rd to PFE Rd Rolling Terrain Rural Highway 2 3,700 B 
Crowder Ln - Vineyard Rd to Baseline Rd Rolling Terrain Rural Highway 2 900 A 
Foothills Blvd - Atkinson St to Vineyard Rd b Moderate Access Arterial 4 35,200a E 
Foothills Blvd - Cirby Way to Atkinson St b Moderate Access Arterial 4 40,000 F 
PFE Rd - Watt Ave to Walerga Rd Level Terrain Rural Highway 2 4,700 B 
PFE Rd - Walerga Rd to Pinehurst Dr Level Terrain Rural Highway 2 7,200 C 
PFE Rd - Rawhide Ln to Cook-Riolo Rd Level Terrain Rural Highway 2 5,800a B 
PFE Rd - Cook-Riolo Rd to Antelope Rd Rolling Terrain Rural Highway 2 6,600a C 
PFE Rd - Antelope Rd to Atkinson St Rolling Terrain Rural Highway 2 8,700 C 
Vineyard Rd - Crowder Ln to Cook-Riolo Rd Rolling Terrain Rural Highway 2 1,600a A 
Vineyard Rd - Cook-Riolo Rd to Foothills Blvd Rolling Terrain Rural Highway 2 3,100 A 
Walerga Rd - Baseline Rd to PFE Rd High Access Arterial 2 14,900 E 
Walerga Rd - PFE Rd to Sacramento County Line Moderate Access Arterial 2 10,700 A 
Walerga Rd - Placer County Line to Elverta Rd Moderate Access Arterial 4 24,700 B 
Watt Ave - Baseline Rd to PFE Rd Moderate Access Arterial 2 7,100 A 
Watt Ave - PFE Rd to Sacramento County Line Rolling Terrain Rural Highway 2 19,400 E 
Watt Ave - Placer County Line to Elverta Rd Moderate Access Arterial 4 19,400 A 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2009a & 2010 
Notes: Bold and underlined font indicates LOS E or F conditions. 

a  Estimated using 10 times the PM peak-hour volume at an adjacent intersection. 
b City of Roseville Roadway Segments 
[Rows 2, 22, and 25 added in the Final EIR] 
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Revised Table 6-9 
Cumulative Conditions Roadway Segment Operations with PFE Road Open 

No Project – PFE 
Road Closed Proposed Project Roadway Segment 

ADT LOS ADT LOS 
Antelope Road - PFE Road to Sacramento County Line 36,600 F 34,900 F 
North Antelope Road - Roseville city limits to Antelope Road 40,900 F 39,200 F 
Baseline Road - Sutter County Line to Locust Road 43,900 C 43,600 C 
Baseline Road - Locust Road to Watt Avenue 55,800 E 54,900 E 
Baseline Road - Watt Avenue to Walerga Road 56,000 E 52,700 D 
Baseline Road - Walerga Road to Cook-Riolo Road  54,900 F 52,900 F 
Baseline Road - Cook-Riolo Road to Foothills Boulevard 44,800 F 39,200 F 
Cook-Riolo Road - Baseline Road to Vineyard Road 16,900 F 13,800 E 
Cook-Riolo Road - Vineyard Road to PFE Road 18,400 F 16,300 F 
Crowder Lane - Vineyard Road to Baseline Road 9,300 B 6,200 A 
Foothills Boulevard - Atkinson Street to Vineyard Road 72,700 F 72,300 F 
Foothills Boulevard - Cirby Way to Atkinson Street 77,000 F 75,400 F 
PFE Road - Watt Avenue to Walerga Road 16,200 F 13,200 D 
PFE Road - Walerga Road to Pinehurst Drive 15,600 F 11,700 C 
PFE Road - Pinehurst Drive to Cook-Riolo Road 300 A 11,200 C 
PFE Road - Cook-Riolo Road to Antelope Road 17,500 F 18,200 

(+0.04 v/c) 
F 

PFE Road - Antelope Road to Atkinson Street  28,600 C 30,300 D 
Vineyard Road - Crowder Lane to Cook-Riolo Road 11,700 C 8,700 A 
Vineyard Road - Cook-Riolo Road to Brady Lane 16,900 F 17,300 

(+0.02 v/c) 
F 

Walerga Road - Baseline Road to PFE Road 44,500 F 53,100 D 
Walerga Road - PFE Road to Sacramento County Line 48,500 F 51,100 D 
Walerga Road - Placer County Line to Elverta Road 57,600 F 58,600 

(+0.03 v/c) 
F 

Watt Avenue - Baseline Road to PFE Road 65,100 F 60,900 F 
Watt Avenue - PFE Road to Sacramento County Line 64,000 F 63,700 F 
Watt Avenue - Placer County Line to Elverta Road 64,000 F 63,700 F 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2009a & 2010 

Notes:  

Bold and underlined font indicates LOS E or F conditions. 

ADT – Average daily traffic volume 

[Rows 2, 22, and 25 added in the Final EIR] 
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Revised Table 6-10 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Roadway Classification 

Number of Lanes 

Roadway Segment 
Roadway 

Classification 

No Project – 
PFE Road 

Closed 
Proposed 

Project 
Antelope Road - PFE Road to Sacramento County Line Moderate Arterial 4 4 
North Antelope Road - Roseville city limits to Antelope 
Road 

Moderate Arterial 4 4 

Baseline Road - Sutter County Line to Locust Road Thoroughfare 6 6 
Baseline Road - Locust Road to Watt Avenue Thoroughfare 6 6 
Baseline Road - Watt Avenue to Walerga Road Thoroughfare 6 6 
Baseline Road - Walerga Road to Cook-Riolo Road  Moderate Arterial 4 4 
Baseline Road - Cook-Riolo Road to Foothills Boulevard Moderate Arterial 4 4 
Cook-Riolo Road - Baseline Road to Vineyard Road Low Rural Arterial 2 2 
Cook-Riolo Road - Vineyard Road to PFE Road Low Rural Arterial 2 2 
Crowder Lane - Vineyard Road to Baseline Road Low Rural Collector 2 2 
Foothills Boulevard - Atkinson Street to Vineyard Road Moderate Arterial 6 6 
Foothills Boulevard - Cirby Way to Atkinson Street High Arterial 6 6 
PFE Road - Watt Avenue to Walerga Road Low Urban Arterial 2 4 
PFE Road - Walerga Road to Pinehurst Drive Low Rural Arterial 2 2 
PFE Road - Pinehurst Drive to Cook-Riolo Road Low Rural Arterial 2 2 
PFE Road - Cook-Riolo Road to Antelope Road Low Rural Arterial 2 2 
PFE Road - Antelope Road to Atkinson Street Moderate Rural Arterial 4 4 
Vineyard Road - Crowder Lane to Cook-Riolo Road Low Rural Arterial 2 2 
Vineyard Road - Cook-Riolo Road to Brady Lane Low Rural Arterial 2 2 
Walerga Road - Baseline Road to PFE Road Moderate Urban Arterial 4 6 
Walerga Road - PFE Road to Sacramento County Line Moderate Urban Arterial 4 6 
Walerga Road - Placer County Line to Elverta Road Moderate Urban Arterial 4 6 
Watt Avenue - Baseline Road to PFE Road High Urban Arterial 6 6 
Watt Avenue - PFE Road to Sacramento County Line High Urban Arterial 4 6 
Watt Avenue - Placer County Line to Elverta Road High Urban Arterial 6 6 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2009a & 2010 

Notes: Bold and underlined font indicates a change in roadway type (usually rural two-lane highway to arterial) from existing conditions as 
shown in Table 6-2. 

 Shading indicates different number of lanes between No-Project Scenario and the proposed project. 
 [Rows 2, 22, and 25 added in the Final EIR] 
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MASTER RESPONSE 6 – TIMING OF WALERGA ROAD WIDENING 

Several commenters expressed concern that the time to decide that Walerga Road should be six lanes was 
at the time that the Doyle Ranch, Morgan Creek, and Sun Valley Oaks subdivisions were conditioned.  
However, Placer County notes that these comments relate to issues that do not pertain to the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. 

At the time that these subdivisions were constructed, the Community Plan required that six lanes be 
constructed, if PFE Road were to be closed.  Alternately, Walerga Road was required to be constructed to 
four lanes if PFE Road were to remain open (refer to Map 5, Alternate D and Map 6, Alternate E in 1990 
Dry Creek West Placer Community Plan).  These requirements were based upon traffic models that were 
used to adopt the Community Plan back in 1990.  Because the closure of PFE Road was not implemented 
when these subdivisions were conditioned, the County required Walerga Road to be constructed to four 
lanes.  The volume of traffic on PFE Road did not exceed the 5,000 vehicle-per-day threshold to warrant 
its closure until recently. 

The cumulative traffic model that exists today is far different than it was 20 years ago when the original 
Community Plan was implemented in 1990, and even when the referenced subdivisions were conditioned.  
Traffic patterns and total traffic volumes have increased because of new projects such as Regional 
University and Community, Riolo Vineyards, Sierra Vista and Placer Vineyards.  It became clear that the 
Community Plan – Transportation Element needed to be updated since traffic forecasts in and outside of 
the Community Plan area have changed since the 1990 forecasts. 

The current cumulative traffic model described in the Draft EIR forecasts LOS F (excessive delay; 
jammed conditions) along Walerga Road by 2025 if no changes are made to the roadway network beyond 
those already planned (see Table 6-9 on page 6-33 in the Draft EIR).  In response to this scenario, the 
County has developed the proposed project, which includes widening of Walerga Road from four to six 
lanes from Baseline Road south to the Sacramento County line, which is analyzed in the Draft EIR, and 
which would result in LOS D (approaching unstable/tolerable delay) on Walerga Road.  Walerga Road is 
characterized as a major arterial within the existing Community Plan, because it directly carries traffic to 
and from both Sacramento County and the City of Roseville. 

The County did test an alternative solution (Alternative 2) that would widen not only Walerga Road but 
also would widen PFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road to four lanes.  This scenario assumed that the existing 
traffic diverter at Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection would also be 
removed.  Alternative 2 would maximize the use of Cook-Riolo Road and PFE Road as a commuter route 
between Sacramento County and the City of Roseville.  In Alternative 2, the resulting LOS on Walerga 
Road, PFE Road and Cook-Riolo Roads would be LOS C, F, and F, respectively (see Table 7-8 on page 
7-35 in the Draft EIR).  The analysis shows that if PFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road were widened, much 
more traffic would be attracted than PFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road are designed to handle.  Both MAC 
members and residents along these roadways want to keep PFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road as two-lane 
roadways, in order to minimize the impacts on these roadways.  Thus, this alternative was not selected. 

The County tested another alternative solution (Alternative 3) that does not widen any roadways within 
the Community Plan area.  It proposes to remove the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks 
Boulevard intersection traffic diverter and install speed-reduction treatments on Cook-Riolo Road and 
PFE Road.  The LOS on both Walerga Road and PFE Road would be F (see Table 7-11 on page 7-47 in 
the Draft EIR).  Alternative 3 would provide the second lowest volumes on Cook-Riolo Road and PFE 
Road.  However, since the speed-reduction treatments would be implemented on PFE Road and Cook-
Riolo Road, the LOS is shown to deteriorate on Walerga Road, and thus this alternative was not selected. 
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The proposed project would widen Walerga Road to six lanes, keep Cook-Riolo Road and PFE Road 
from Antelope Road to Walerga Road at two lanes, and widen PFE Road from Walerga Road to Watt 
Avenue to four lanes.  This is preferred because it would result in more desirable LOS than all other 
alternatives described above.  The proposed project would provide the least amount of traffic impacts to 
the Community Plan area roadway network as compared to all other alternatives analyzed. 

MASTER RESPONSE 7 – NOISE IMPACTS ON WALERGA ROAD 

Chapter 5 (Noise) in the Draft EIR provides a detailed account of the environmental setting and impact 
analysis conducted for the entire Community Plan area, including sensitive receptors.  Section 5.1.4 in the 
Draft EIR describes the locations where short-term ambient noise data were gathered and locations where 
continuous noise level data were gathered, as well as the methodology used to collect each type of data.  
See Figure 5-1, which follows page 5-4 in the Draft EIR, for a depiction of the noise data gathering 
locations in the Community Plan area.  Note that noise data was gathered for locations scattered 
throughout the Community Plan area, including along Walerga Road.  Table 5-4 on page 5-10 of the 
Draft EIR lists the existing traffic noise levels within the Community Plan area.  At 100 feet from the 
centerline of Walerga Road, receptors currently experience a traffic noise level of 64.8 decibels Ldn, 
which is a day-night average. 

Section 5.3.3.1 on page 5-17 of the Draft EIR discusses the construction impacts of the proposed project.  
Impact 5-1 on page 5-17 of the Draft EIR regarding noise-related construction impacts associated with 
the proposed project requires implementation of “Mitigation Measure 5-1a:  Develop and Implement a 
Construction Noise Abatement Program Prior to Construction” to reduce a potentially significant impact 
to a less-than-significant level.  Specific performance standards are included in this mitigation measure, as 
described in Section 5.4 on page 5-20 of the Draft EIR.  Placer County would approve the Construction 
Noise Abatement Program, and enforce any violations.  A Construction Noise Abatement Program will 
be prepared for each project.  Depending upon the location of the project, the County may require 
construction noise monitoring for projects adjacent to sensitive receptors.  If noise complaints or specific 
violations occur, feasible noise reduction measures shall be implemented to reduce construction noise 
impacts.  These types of measures would be identified in the Construction Noise Abatement Program, and 
could include temporary sound walls or curtains, reduced working hours, or modifications to equipment.  
While the County is able to respond to specific code complaints, the Construction Noise Abatement 
Program is generally prepared by an acoustical consultant hired by the project contractor or implementing 
agency at the time of the project.  Noise impacts will also be monitored in accordance with the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program prepared for the project, which will be adopted by the Placer County 
Board of Supervisors at the time it certifies the EIR as complete.  This document will define the entities 
responsible for monitoring. 

Impact 5-2 on page 5-18 of the Draft EIR regarding vibration-related construction impacts associated 
with the proposed project was found to be less than significant for the following reason:  “Table 5-8 data 
indicate that construction vibration levels are generally less than the 0.200 in/sec ppv threshold of human 
annoyance and architectural damage at distances of 25 feet.  For vibratory compacting/rolling equipment, 
slightly greater distances would be required to avoid the 0.200 in/sec ppv threshold.  Generally, a distance 
of 30 feet would be sufficient to achieve compliance with the threshold.  Because structures are set back 
30 feet or more from the edge of pavement at the locations where construction would occur, vibrations 
from construction equipment would be less-than-significant.”  Placer County recognizes that some 
structures, such as pools, may be within 30 feet from future construction activities, but because project-
specific details regarding exact construction locations associated with the proposed project have yet to be 
developed it is not possible to estimate vibration-related construction levels at this time.  As stated on 
page 5-18, “construction vibration levels would fluctuate depending on the construction phase, equipment 
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type, and duration of the use; distance between the noise source and receptor; and the ground conditions 
between the vibration source and receptor.” 

Section 5.3.3.2 on page 5-19 of the Draft EIR discusses the operations impacts of the proposed project.  
Impact 5-3 regarding noise-related operation impacts associated with the proposed project, identifies a 
significant and unavoidable impact.  Table 5-9 on page 5-21 of the Draft EIR outlines the anticipated 
noise levels associated with the No Project Alternative and the proposed project.  The No Project 
Alternative assumes four lanes on Walerga Road, while the proposed project assumes six lanes on 
Walerga Road in the future.  As seen on Table 5-9, only one impact associated with the proposed project 
was identified, which was the anticipated noise increase on PFE Road between Pinehurst and Cook-Riolo 
Road.  No other locations were identified as having a significant and unavoidable impact from the 
proposed project.  The noise increase on Walerga Road associated with the proposed project is 0.8 
decibels Ldn, which is not considered to be an impact according to Placer County thresholds. 

3.3 WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This FEIR section contains the written comments received, and the responses to those comments.  
Responses generally provide clarifications to the Draft EIR, and occasionally include changes or additions 
to the text of that document.  Additions are shown as underlined and deletions are shown as strike-
through. 

 



COMMENT LETTER 1

1-1

1-2
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1-4

1-6

1-5
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 1 

Response 1-1:  The City of Roseville’s support for the project is noted. 

Response 1-2:  Placer County acknowledges the safety concerns caused by the traffic diverter at the 
Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection.  This commenter, as well as 
many other commenters, suggests that safety, speeding, and cut-through traffic on Faulkner Drive and 
Caswell Drive in the City of Roseville are a direct result of the traffic diverter.  The proposed project 
should alleviate the safety, speeding, and cut-through traffic concerns by allowing traffic to travel in a 
north/south direction on Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard. 

The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of both keeping the traffic diverter in place (the No Project Alternative 
and Alternative 5, as discussed in Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR) and removing the traffic diverter (the 
proposed project and all other alternatives discussed in Chapter 7).  An analysis of future traffic 
conditions in the Community Plan area and surrounding areas determined that removing the traffic 
diverter and constructing speed-reduction treatments on Cook-Riolo Road and PFE Road would provide 
the best traffic solution.  The decision to remove or leave the traffic diverter in place will be made by the 
Placer County Board of Supervisors. 

Response 1-3:  Table 6 of the Update to the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan – Draft 
Transportation Element is corrected to show the Elverta Plan Area in Sacramento County, as shown on 
the following page.  Table 6-5 on page 6-24 of the Draft EIR is also corrected, and shown at the end of 
Response to Comment 1-2. 

Response 1-4:  Table 7 of the Update to the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan – Draft 
Transportation Element is corrected to remove the indication that improvements on Baseline Road from 
Foothills to Walerga and on Atkinson Road between PFE and Foothills Boulevard are complete, as shown 
on the following page.  Table 6-8 on page 6-25 of the Draft EIR is also corrected, and shown at the end of 
Response to Comment 1-2. 

Response 1-5:  As noted in Table 8 of the Update to the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan – Draft 
Transportation Element, Fiddyment Road north of Baseline Road was assumed to have four lanes.  
Therefore, the lane configuration for the Baseline Road/Fiddyment Road/Walerga Road intersection (#4) 
does not have three through lanes on the northbound and southbound approaches.  Also noted in Table 8, 
Baseline Road was assumed to be widened to six lanes near the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/
Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection (#5) approaches, so the intersection configuration reflects three 
through lanes in the eastbound and westbound direction.  Figure 9 does not need to be modified as it 
shows the assumed future lane configurations used in the cumulative traffic model. 

Table 6-9 on page 6-33 and Table 6-11 on page 6-37 in the Draft EIR show the anticipated LOS for the 
Community Plan area roadways and intersections under the No Project Alterative and proposed project. 

Response 1-6:  Figure 9 of the Update to the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan – Draft 
Transportation Element is revised to show the northbound and southbound through volumes at the 
Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection, and shown at the end of 
Response to Comment 1-2.  Figure 6-6, which follows page 6-38, in the Draft EIR is also revised, and 
shown at the end of Response to Comment 1-2. 
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Revised Table 6 
Regional Land Use Assumptions 

Employment (thousand square feet) 
Jurisdiction Plan Area 

Residential 
(dwelling units) Retail Office Industrial College Enrollment 

General Plan 22,123 2,948 3,622 8,161 5,000 
Lincoln Sphere of Influence 

Expansion 
15,000 1,875 4,000 0 0 

Sunset Industrial 0 357 912 7,851 0 Placer 
County Regional University 4,387 215 27 0 6,000 

Rocklin General Plan 28,606 4,586 2,848 3,622 23,000 

General Plan 60,002 14,400 15,319 17,401 0 

Placer Ranch 6,758 900 2,213 1,387 25,000 

Sierra Vista 10,756 1,323 436 0 0 

Creekview 2,600 300 0 0 600 

Roseville  

Elverta 4,950 195 58 0 0 

South Sutter 8,750 1,094 750 1,500 0 Sacramento 
County Elverta 4,950 195 58 0 0 
Sutter 
County  

South Sutter 8,750 1,094 750 1,500 0 

Sources:  DKS Associates, 2005; Fehr & Peers, 2006 

Note:   Sierra Vista has been revised to 6,650 residential units in 2009.  This change is not included in the traffic model assumptions. 

Revised Table 6-5 
Regional Land Use Assumptions 

Employment (thousand square feet) 
Jurisdiction Plan Area 

Residential 
(dwelling units) Retail Office Industrial College Enrollment 

General Plan 22,123 2,948 3,622 8,161 5,000 
Lincoln Sphere of Influence 

Expansion 
15,000 1,875 4,000 0 0 

Sunset Industrial 0 357 912 7,851 0 
Placer County 

Regional University 4,387 215 27 0 6,000 

Rocklin General Plan 28,606 4,586 2,848 3,622 23,000 

General Plan 60,002 14,400 15,319 17,401 0 

Placer Ranch 6,758 900 2,213 1,387 25,000 

Sierra Vista 10,756 1,323 436 0 0 

Creekview 2,600 300 0 0 600 

Roseville  

Elverta 4,950 195 58 0 0 

South Sutter 8,750 1,094 750 1,500 0 Sacramento 
County Elverta 4,950 195 58 0 0 

Sutter County  South Sutter 8,750 1,094 750 1,500 0 

Sources:  DKS Associates, 2005; Fehr & Peers, 2006 

Note:   Sierra Vista has been revised to 6,650 residential units in 2009.  This change is not included in the traffic model assumptions. 
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Revised Table 7 
Community Plan Area Roadway Assumptions 

Roadway Improvement Source 
Antelope Rd Widen from 2 to 4 lanes, Sacramento County to PFE Rd County 

Atkinson St Widen from 2 to 4 lanes, PFE Rd to Foothills Blvd  Roseville/MTP 

Baseline Rd Widen from 2 to 6 lanes, Pleasant Grove Rd to Walerga Rd County 

Baseline Rd Widen from 3 to 4 lanes, Walerga Rd to Foothills Blvd Roseville/MTP 

Cook-Riolo Rd Replace one lane bridge at Dry Creek with two-lane bridge with shoulders County 

Foothills Blvd Widen from 4 to 6 lanes, Cirby Way to Atkinson St * MTP 

Foothills Blvd Widen from 5 to 6 lanes, Atkinson St to Vineyard Rd * MTP 

PFE Road Widen from 2 to 4 lanes, Antelope Rd to Atkinson St Roseville 

Walerga Rd Widen from 2 to 4 lanes, Baseline Rd to Sacramento County Unknown 

Watt Ave Widen from 2 to 6 lanes, PFE Rd to Baseline Rd County 

16th St Extend from Sacramento County and widened as 4 lanesa County 

Dyer Ln Extend to Baseline Rd and widened as 4 lanesa County 

Source: Placer County, 2004 

Notes: MTP – Metropolitan Transportation Plan 

 * Improvement now complete [the asterisks (*) are deleted in rows 2 and 4 of the Roadway column in the Final EIR] 

 
Revised Table 6-8 

Community Plan Area Roadway Assumptions 

Roadway Improvement Source 
Antelope Rd Widen from 2 to 4 lanes, Sacramento County to PFE Rd County 

Atkinson St Widen from 2 to 4 lanes, PFE Rd to Foothills Blvd  Roseville/MTP 

Baseline Rd Widen from 2 to 6 lanes, Pleasant Grove Rd to Walerga Rd County 

Baseline Rd Widen from 3 to 4 lanes, Walerga Rd to Foothills Blvd Roseville/MTP 

Cook-Riolo Rd Replace one lane bridge at Dry Creek with two-lane bridge with shoulders County 

Foothills Blvd Widen from 4 to 6 lanes, Cirby Way to Atkinson St * MTP 

Foothills Blvd Widen from 5 to 6 lanes, Atkinson St to Vineyard Rd * MTP 

PFE Road Widen from 2 to 4 lanes, Antelope Rd to Atkinson St Roseville 

Walerga Rd Widen from 2 to 4 lanes, Baseline Rd to Sacramento County Unknown 

Watt Ave Widen from 2 to 6 lanes, PFE Rd to Baseline Rd County 

16th St Extend from Sacramento County and widened as 4 lanesa County 

Dyer Ln Extend to Baseline Rd and widened as 4 lanesa County 

Source: Placer County, 2004 

Notes: MTP – Metropolitan Transportation Plan 

 * Improvement now complete [the asterisks (*) are deleted in rows 2 and 4 of the Roadway column in the Final EIR] 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 2 

Response 2-1:  The proposed project is limited to enhancing the existing roadway system in the 
Community Plan area.  The existing roadway system is located between the urbanized areas of northern 
Sacramento County and the City of Roseville.  No new roadways are proposed. 

Biological resource impacts were evaluated as a part of the NOP/IS, included in the Draft EIR as 
Appendix A.  As a part of that analysis, it was determined that the minor amount of additional pavement 
that would be added to the existing roadway system as a result of the proposed project would result in no 
significant impacts regarding habitat fragmentation or interference with the movement of native resident 
migratory fish or wildlife species.  As stated on page 16 of the NOP/IS, “The proposed project is not 
adjacent to or within any wildlife or fish migratory corridors.”  Note, the proposed project evaluated in 
the NOP/IS did not include an analysis of the Walerga Bridge Replacement Project.  The bridge project 
was previously analyzed in a separate environmental document, as it is a separate project.  An MND was 
prepared and received by the State Clearing House on January 23, 2009, a copy of which is on file at the 
Placer County Department of Public Works (refer to State Clearing House # 2008102100).  This MND 
and its accompanying Initial Study analyzed the impacts of the construction of this bridge.  This MND 
was approved by the Placer County Board of Supervisors on January 13, 2009. 

Subsequent to preparation of the NOP/IS, three new elements were added to the proposed project and 
were separately evaluated as a part of the Draft EIR.  The three new elements included widening of 
selected Community Plan area roadways (i.e., Watt Avenue, Walerga Road, and PFE Road) as described 
in Section 2.2.2 on page 2-5 in the Draft EIR.  As explained in Section 3.5.2, which starts on page 3-14 in 
the Draft EIR, the majority of permanent ground disturbance associated with the proposed project would 
occur in previously disturbed areas, with the temporarily disturbed areas returned to pre-project 
conditions after construction is complete.  No new roadways are proposed.  Because no new roadways are 
proposed and the scale of impact is located immediately adjacent to existing roadways, biological impacts 
associated with the proposed project would be similar to those described in the NOP/IS. 

Both the NOP/IS and Draft EIR evaluation determined that the proposed project could result in significant 
impacts to special-status species, including displacement and possible mortality.  Recommended 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures were developed to reduce significant impacts 
regarding displacement and possible mortality to a less-than-significant level.  Please see pages 2-8 
through 2-14 of the Draft EIR for a summary of the NOP/IS and Draft EIR biological resource evaluation 
and proposed mitigation measures associated with the proposed project. 

Please also see Master Response 3. 

Response 2-2:  The purpose of updating the Community Plan – Transportation Element was to determine 
the roadway network necessary for, and adoption of, the appropriate level of service (LOS) standards that 
will accommodate future cumulative buildout of the Community Plan area and surrounding areas.  The 
Draft EIR analyzed the proposed project at a program level because this is the appropriate level of 
analysis for a plan, and because project-specific details will be determined once the plan is approved and 
funding is available for development of specific plan components.  Please also see Master Response 3. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 3 

Response 3-1:  Comment noted. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 4 

Response 4-1:  Please see Response to Comment 1-2. 



5-1

COMMENT LETTER 5



5-2

5-3

5-4

5-5

5-6



5-6

5-7

5-8

5-9

5-10

5-11



5-12

5-13

5-14

5-15

5-16



 3.0 Comments and Responses 

R:\10 PFE\FEIR\PFE FEIR.doc Page 3-57 October 2010 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 5 

Response 5-1:  The Notice of Availability included the correct address of the Placer County Community 
Development Resource Agency three times, as well as the physical location of the building, the County’s 
website, email addresses, and phone numbers of contact personnel.  Because the address is listed correctly 
three times, the one clerical error regarding the address is not considered grounds for re-noticing of the 
Draft EIR.  In addition, the Community Development Resource Agency building is the only building on 
County Center Drive.  Persons wishing to comment on the Draft EIR could do so by providing written, 
electronic, or verbal comments in addition to speaking at the public hearing. 

Response 5-2:  Section 5.3.3.1, Impact 5-1 regarding noise-related construction impacts associated with 
the proposed project requires implementation of Mitigation Measure 5-1a:  Develop and Implement a 
Construction Noise Abatement Program Prior to Construction to reduce a potentially significant impact to 
a less-than-significant level.  Please see pages 5-17 and 5-18 of the Draft EIR.  Please also see Master 
Response 7. 

Response 5-3:  Section 5.3.3.2, Impact 5-3 regarding noise-related operation impacts associated with the 
proposed project identifies a significant and unavoidable impact due to the anticipated noise increase on 
PFE Road, between Pinehurst and Cook-Riolo Road.  See Table 5-9 on page 5-21 of the Draft EIR.  No 
other locations were identified as having a significant and unavoidable impact from the proposed project.  
The noise increase on Walerga Road associated with the proposed project is 0.8 decibel, which is not 
considered to be an impact.  Please see pages 5-19 and 5-20 in the Draft EIR.  Please also see Master 
Response 7. 

Response 5-4:  The Draft EIR analyzed the proposed project at a program level because this is the 
appropriate level of analysis for a plan, and because project-specific details will be determined once the 
plan is approved and funding is available for development of specific plan components.  The purpose of 
updating the Community Plan – Transportation Element was to determine the roadway network necessary 
and adopt the appropriate LOS standards that will accommodate future cumulative buildout of the 
Community Plan area and surrounding areas.  Please see Master Response 2 regarding impacts associated 
with the widening of Walerga Road.  Please see Master Response 3 regarding issues related to the 
proposed Walerga Road Bridge Replacement Project. 

Response 5-5:  The Draft EIR analyzed the proposed project at a program level because this is the 
appropriate level of analysis for a plan, and because project-specific details will be determined once the 
plan is approved and funding is available for development of specific plan components.  The widening of 
the existing four-lane section of Walerga Road to six lanes is not anticipated to be necessary for another 
20 years.  Please also see Master Response 2. 

Response 5-6:  As explained in Section 6.1.2 on page 6-2 of the Draft EIR, roadways are classified or 
designated based on the linkages they provide and their intended function.  Placer County’s functional 
classification system for roadways recognizes differences in roadway functions and standards between 
urban/suburban areas and rural areas.  Local streets provide direct access, and carry low traffic volumes at 
slow vehicular speeds.  Examples of local streets are Tapaderas Loop, Watersone Drive, Pinehurst Drive, 
and Central Avenue.  Collector roadways are intended to collect traffic from local streets and deliver that 
traffic to higher traffic roadways (e.g., arterial roadways).  Collector roadways typically provide limited 
access, and carry moderate traffic volumes at moderate vehicular speeds.  Examples of collector roadways 
are Cook-Riolo Road, Vineyard Road, and PFE Road.  Arterial roadways provide connectivity with a 
given region.  Arterial roadways serve to connect higher volumes of traffic with other arterial roadways or 
the state highway system.  Arterial roadways provide limited access, and carry higher traffic volumes and 
higher vehicular speeds.  Examples of arterial roadways are Walerga Road, Baseline Road, and Watt 
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Avenue.  In order for a transportation system to function properly and safely, all three types of roadways 
need to be developed and maintained.  Some roadways must carry higher volumes of traffic than others 
within a given area.  Please also see Master Response 2. 

Response 5-7:  Please see Master Response 4. 

Response 5-8:  Roadway safety of the public is of utmost concern to Placer County.  The expected 
increase in traffic, which would create a traffic safety hazard for school buses, bicyclist, and pedestrians, 
is the primary reason for the proposed project.  The widening of Walerga Road to six lanes under the 
proposed project would provide adequate space for the expected traffic, while retaining existing bike/
pedestrian lanes.  It is the County’s practice to require that the construction contractor prepare a traffic 
control plan, to be approved by Placer County Department of Public Works, prior to initiation of any 
roadway projects in Placer County.  Since this is a programmatic-level Draft EIR, safety issues along 
Walerga Road will be addressed when project-specific details are developed.  Please also see Response to 
Comment 15-28. 

Response 5-9:  Please see Master Response 5. 

Response 5-10:  The Draft EIR analyzed the proposed project at a program level because this is the 
appropriate level of analysis for a plan, and because project-specific details will be determined once the 
plan is approved and funding is available for development of specific plan components.  Detailed design 
of the plan components, at a later date, would include measures to address impacts on agricultural lands, 
natural resources, and historic sites, if necessary. 

As stated on page 3-11 of the Draft EIR, “The objective of the Community Plan – Transportation Element 
update is to improve traffic circulation within the Community Plan area while at the same time preserving 
its rural character.”  In order to accomplish this objective, some roadways will need to be expanded to 
account for the effects of the proposed and approved developments that are anticipated in the Community 
Plan area and adjacent jurisdictions, and the associated traffic that is generated by them. 

Walerga Road is designated as an arterial roadway according to Placer County’s functional classification 
system.  Arterial roadways serve to connect higher volumes of traffic with other arterial roadways or the 
state highway system.  Arterial roadways provide limited access, and carry higher traffic volumes and 
higher vehicular speeds. 

Response 5-11:  Pages 4 and 5 of the Update to the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan – Draft 
Transportation Element outline the considerations the County must review when roadway improvements 
are identified to maintain the LOS standards in the Community Plan area.  Aesthetic impacts of the 
proposed project were evaluated in the December 2007 NOP/IS.  Air quality and noise impacts were 
evaluated in Chapters 4 and 5 in the Draft EIR.  Quality of life concerns were evaluated in both the 
December 2007 NOP/IS and Chapters 4, 5, and 6 of the Draft EIR. 

Response 5-12:  Please see Master Response 6. 

Response 5-13:  Comment noted. 

Response 5-14:  Comment noted.  The Community Plan – Transportation Element is being updated to 
accommodate future traffic, which is projected to increase as newly entitled projects are built out.  Please 
also see Master Response 6 regarding projected future traffic. 
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Response 5-15:  This comment does not raise an issue with the Draft EIR.  The County’s Zoning Codes 
formal definition of “rural” relates to zoning and allowable uses but does not provide physical features.  
From Placer County’s perspective, rural areas within County are typically considered to have narrow 
roadways with narrow shoulders, drainage ditches along the edge of the road, no curbs, gutters or 
sidewalks, larger size lots, unpaved or gravel driveways, out buildings on the property, and may have 
horses or other livestock.  While much of the Community Plan area is considered by both the County and 
the residents to be “rural,” the design and features of the Morgan Creek and Doyle Ranch subdivisions are 
considered more suburban than rural. 

Cook-Riolo Road and Vineyard Road are designated as rural highways.  As defined in Table I-6:  General 
Roadway Standards by Functional Class in the Placer County General Plan, rural highways have no 
restrictions regarding driveway access, and are designed to accommodate up to 8,000 vehicles per day 
with two lanes.  Rural highways often have narrow shoulders and are in rolling terrain areas.  Rural 
highways serve to connect local residents to other major roadways, such as arterial roadways. 

Walerga Road is designated as an arterial roadway.  As defined in Table I-6:  General Roadway Standards 
by Functional Class in the Placer County General Plan, arterial roadways have limited driveway access 
(i.e., non-residential), and are designed to accommodate up to 24,000 vehicles per day with either two or 
four lanes.  Arterial roadways often have wide shoulders and are on level or gently slopping terrain.  
Arterial roadways provide connectivity with a given region.  Arterial roadways serve to connect higher 
volumes of traffic with other arterial roadways or the state highway system. 

Response 5-16:  The Doyle Ranch subdivision currently has a wall/fence between the homes and 
Walerga Road.  The Morgan Creek subdivision currently has a low-rise earthen berm between the homes 
and Walerga Road.  The Draft EIR analyzed the proposed project at a program level because this is the 
appropriate level of analysis for a plan, and because project-specific details will be determined once the 
plan is approved and funding is available for development of specific plan components.  During the 
design process, Placer County would ensure that the proposed widening of Walerga Road to six lanes 
would include all industry standard safety measures to protect homes that are immediately adjacent to 
Walerga Road.  Where feasible, aesthetics would be addressed to ensure the character of the affected area 
is not significantly altered.  Please also see Master Response 2, which provides information on potential 
configurations related to widening of Walerga Road. 

The existing wall/fence and low-rise earthen berm act as a sound wall that deflects some roadway-related 
noise away from homes.  These features were required specifically as sound mitigation for Walerga Road 
noise.  During construction of Walerga Road to six lanes, the use of Open Graded Asphalt Concrete 
(OGAC) pavement during road widening or repaving projects could reduce traffic noise levels.  As stated 
on page 5-20 of the Draft EIR, OGAC “has been shown to provide a long-term 3- to 5-dB [decibel] 
reduction in noise levels.” 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 6 

Response 6-1:  The commenter’s opposition to widening of Walerga Road is noted.  Please see Master 
Response 6 for the reasoning behind the County’s proposed project. 

Response 6-2:  The commenter’s opposition to widening of Walerga Road is noted.  Please see Master 
Response 6 for the reasoning behind the County’s proposed project. 

Response 6-3:  Please see Response to Comment 5-1. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 7 

Response 7-1:  The commenter states that pages 26 through 28 of the Update to the Dry Creek/West 
Placer Community Plan – Draft Transportation Element mention “only the control of commute traffic 
and driving times by routing travel on other Community Plan area roadways.  The two options basically 
only mention the same two alternatives.”  Placer County disagrees with this statement.  Option 1, as 
described on page 26, includes the removal of the existing Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek 
Oaks Boulevard intersection traffic diverter.  Option 2, as described on page 28, includes keeping the 
existing Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection traffic diverter.  The 
two options are different for the reasons described. 

Response 7-2:  Please see Response to Comment 1-2 regarding traffic concerns on Faulkner and Caswell 
drives.  The Draft EIR does discuss leaving the traffic diverter in place (the No Project Alternative and 
Alternative 5, as discussed in Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR), as well as removing it (the proposed project 
and all other alternatives discussed in Chapter 7), along with consideration of the implications of either 
action.  The decision to remove or leave the traffic diverter in place will be made by the Placer County 
Board of Supervisors. 

Response 7-3:  Please see Response to Comment 1-2. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 8 

Response 8-1:  Please see Response to Comment 1-2. 



9-1

COMMENT LETTER 9



 3.0 Comments and Responses 

R:\10 PFE\FEIR\PFE FEIR.doc Page 3-77 October 2010 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 9 

Response 9-1:  Please see Response to Comment 1-2. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 10 

Response 10-1:  Please see Master Responses 2 and 6. 

Response 10-2:  Please see Master Response 5. 

Response 10-3:  The Draft EIR analyzed the proposed project at a program level because this is the 
appropriate level of analysis for a plan, and because project-specific details will be determined once the 
plan is approved and funding is available for development of specific plan components.  Please see 
Master Response 2 regarding potential removal of existing trees when Walerga Road is widened to six 
lanes. 

Response 10-4:  Table 5-9 on page 5-21 of the Draft EIR outlines the anticipated noise levels associated 
with the No Project Alternative and the proposed project.  Only one significant and unavoidable noise 
impact associated with the proposed project was identified – the anticipated noise increase on PFE Road 
between Pinehurst and Cook-Riolo Road.  No other locations were identified as having a significant and 
unavoidable noise impact as a result of the proposed project. 

Response 10-5:  This comment does not raise an issue with the Draft EIR.  The intent of the update to the 
Community Plan – Transportation Element is to identify a roadway network capable of handling the 
projected traffic volumes from growth in the surrounding area.  Once the Transportation Element and 
associated roadway network are adopted, the County will modify the Capital Improvement Program for 
the Community Plan area to reflect the improvements necessary, and implement the appropriate traffic 
fees to pay for the roadway improvements.  Because the Traffic Impact Fee Program is nexus-based, as 
developers build they have an obligation to either build improvements to mitigate their projects’ impacts 
or pay the impact fees.  The traffic impact fees can only be used on the roadway projects within the 
adopted fee program. 

In addition, the County has been successful in negotiating with developers within the City of Roseville 
that they pay fees to Placer County representing their projects fair share of impacts to County roadways.  
Additional information about the Countywide Traffic Impact Fee program can be found at both the 
Department of Public Works or at Placer County’s website under Department of Public Works. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 11 

Response 11-1:  Please see Response to Comment 1-2. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 12 

Response 12-1:  Please see Response to Comment 1-2. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 13 

Response 13-1:  Please see Response to Comment 1-2. 



14-1

14-2

COMMENT LETTER 14



14-4

14-3



 3.0 Comments and Responses 

R:\10 PFE\FEIR\PFE FEIR.doc Page 3-97 October 2010 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 14 

Response 14-1:  Please see Response to Comment 1-2. 

Response 14-2:  Please see Response to Comment 1-2. 

Response 14-3:  Comment noted. 

Response 14-4:  Please see Response to Comment 1-2. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 15 

Response 15-1:  Please see Response to Comment 5-1. 

Response 15-2:  See Master Responses 2 and 6.  The widening of Walerga Road to six lanes should help 
to alleviate cut-through traffic through the Doyle Ranch subdivision.  If left at four lanes, the potential for 
cut-through traffic would be higher. 

Response 15-3:  As described in Responses to Comments 15-5 through 15-44 below, no significant new 
information is provided in this Final EIR.  Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 

Response 15-4:  The commenters’ opposition to the proposed amendments in Policies 6 and 9 in the 
Community Plan – Transportation Element update is noted. 

Response 15-5:  The commenters are referred to preceding sentences in the paragraph from which they 
quoted, “All ground disturbance would be within 100 feet of the existing centerline of Watt Avenue, 
Walerga Road, and PFE Road.”  The first sentence of this paragraph, on page 3-16 of the Draft EIR, 
states that the “Widening of these three roadways…assumes a narrow corridor for impact analysis 
purposes, and would be designed to minimize the temporary and permanent impact area.”  The paragraph 
goes on to describe “approximate” shoulder areas, “approximate” disturbance areas, and “assumed” 
construction right-of-way dimensions precisely because these improvements have not been designed.  
Similarly, in the discussion of construction of speed-reduction treatments on page 3-15 of the Draft EIR, 
it is noted that, “Speed-reduction treatments could take many forms….In this Focused Draft EIR, 
roundabouts were assumed for impact analysis purposes because roundabouts have the largest temporary 
and permanent impact area of all speed-reduction treatments.”  Also, please see footnote 1 on page 3-15 
of the Draft EIR, which acknowledges that decisions on speed-reduction treatments will be made once 
construction-related specifics of the proposed project are determined regarding funding, design, phasing, 
and implementation.  The Draft EIR does not analyze project-level actions, rather it identifies likely 
assumptions for purposes of impact analyses while clearly stating that design will take place at a later 
time, which would be subject to a Subsequent Conformity Review Process that would determine, among 
other things, whether additional environmental review is required, and if so, the scope of such additional 
review (see Subsequent Conformity Review Process, page 1-3 in the Draft EIR) 

Response 15-6:  The “established criteria” to allow a reduction in LOS Standards are set forth in the 
bulleted items within the Community Plan – Transportation Element update, Policy 9.  Streetscape 
elements such as sidewalks, trails, landscaping setbacks, or medians are not considered when providing a 
specific LOS for a roadway.  LOS is dictated by delay at an intersection or the roadways ability to carry 
traffic volume.  The West Placer MAC will be included in all decisions pertaining to projects that affect 
the Community Plan area. 

Response 15-7:  Please see Response to Comment 15-5. 

Response 15-8:  The County disagrees with the assessment that this is a project/construction-level Draft 
EIR, for the reasons described in Response to Comment 15-5.  Additionally, the impacts for several of the 
proposed road widening projects have already been considered in project level EIRs for approved projects 
such as Placer Vineyards, Riolo Vineyards, Regional University, and Sierra Vista specific plans.  For 
those improvements not fully analyzed within one of the approved projects, the County will address 
evaluate impacts to the environment in more detail than provided in this Draft EIR when each project 
goes through the CEQA process and such information is available. 
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Response 15-9:  Both the NOP/IS and Draft EIR analyzed the proposed project at a program level 
because project-specific details regarding the construction of speed-reduction treatments along PFE Road 
and Cook-Riolo Road, the widening of selected Community Plan area roadways (Watt Avenue, Walerga 
Road, and PFE Road), and the removal of the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks 
Boulevard intersection restriction have yet to be developed.  The proposed project is limited to enhancing 
the existing roadway system in the Community Plan area.  As explained in Section 3.5.2, which starts on 
page 3-14 in the Draft EIR, the majority of permanent ground disturbance associated with the proposed 
project would occur in previously disturbed areas, with the temporarily disturbed areas returned to pre-
project conditions after construction is complete.  No new roadways are proposed.  Because no new 
roadways are proposed and the scale of impact is immediately adjacent to existing roadways, land use, 
aesthetic, flood, and other impacts associated with the proposed project would be similar to those 
described in the NOP/IS, as described in the second paragraph of page 1-2 of the Draft EIR.  Air quality, 
transportation/circulation, and noise impacts (and other impact) were evaluated in detail for the proposed 
project in the Draft EIR.  See Chapters 4, 5, and 6 for a description of the anticipated impacts and 
mitigation measures associated with the proposed project. 

Response 15-10:  The commenters suggest the Draft EIR describes an inaccurate baseline that has the 
potential to mask the significance of impacts.  Placer County disagrees with this suggestion.  Sections 
3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 of the December 2007 NOP/IS describe the project location, site characteristics, and 
surrounding land uses associated with the proposed project.  This description was deemed sufficient by 
Placer County as a description of the physical setting existing at the time of project commencement for an 
NOP/IS document.  The Draft EIR expanded the description of the project location and project study area 
characteristics (i.e., site characteristics and surrounding land uses) from that stated in the NOP/IS.  See 
Section 3.1 on page 3-1 of the Draft EIR and Section 3.3 on page 3-3 of the Draft EIR.  As stated on page 
1-1 of the Draft EIR, “The Initial Study and NOP prepared for the proposed project determined that Air 
Quality, Noise, and Transportation and Circulation may have impacts that would be potentially significant 
and unavoidable, and that these resource areas should be carried forward to the Focused Draft EIR for 
analysis.”  Since Air Quality, Noise, and Transportation and Circulation were the only environmental 
topics carried forward in the Draft EIR, detailed environmental setting text was created only for these 
three topics. 

Please see Master Response 3 regarding the Walerga Road Bridge Replacement Project, which was not 
analyzed within the Draft EIR. 

The commenters suggest that the Draft EIR “relies on stale traffic counts.”  Since the NOP/IS was 
released in December 2007, this marks the date of existing conditions that were analyzed in the Draft EIR 
as required by CEQA.  As stated on page 6-1 of the Draft EIR, “The traffic associated with full 
development of the proposed project was estimated under existing (2007) and cumulative (2025) 
conditions.  Daily roadway and PM peak-hour intersection volumes were collected during 2005 and 
2006.”  The traffic data in used in the Draft EIR was the best available at the time the NOP/IS was 
released. 

The commenters suggest the Draft EIR “omits existing homes along Walerga Road from the list of 
sensitive residential receptors for both air quality and noise impact assessment.”  Only those sensitive 
receptors within 50 feet of a Community Plan area roadway were listed in the Draft EIR, as they were the 
closest receptors to a Community Plan area roadway.  Due to the existing setbacks of the residential 
dwellings along Walerga Road, sensitive receptors lie greater than 50 feet from a Community Plan area 
roadway.  Chapter 4 (Air Quality) and Chapter 5 (Noise) in the Draft EIR provide a detailed account of 
the environmental setting and impact analysis of all sensitive receptors in the Community Plan area likely 
to be affected by the proposed project. 
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The commenters suggest the Draft EIR “dismissively refers to the edges of the existing roadways as 
weedy patches even though they support urban landscaping and native vegetation.”  Placer County 
disagrees with this statement.  While roadway landscaping does exist within the Community Plan area, it 
is certainly not predominant along all roadways.  Ornamental landscaping exists only at a few locations 
within the Community Plan area, primarily at the subdivision entrances.  As stated on page 3-10 of the 
Draft EIR, “The project site(s) consist primarily of disturbed road shoulders dominated by weedy plant 
species.  In areas off the immediate roadway shoulder but within the area of proposed disturbance, 
vegetation consists primarily of ornamental plants, as well as low-growing annual grasses and weeds 
associated with a few heavily grazed horse pastures and plowed fields.” 

Response 15-11:  Please see Master Response 3. 

Response 15-12:  The commenters state the Draft EIR “fails to accurately describe the purpose of the 
Project.”  Placer County staff disagrees with this statement.  As stated on page 3-11 of the Draft EIR, 
“The objective of the Community Plan – Transportation Element update is to improve traffic circulation 
within the Community Plan area while at the same time preserving its rural character.”  Additionally, 
Section 3.4 on page 3-11 of the Draft EIR describes in detail the project objectives (i.e., purpose of the 
project) of the Community Plan – Transportation Element update and Section 3.5 on page 3-11 of the 
Draft EIR includes the project description. 

The commenters go on to ask, “What purpose then, does the proposed Community Plan amendment 
related to Walerga Road serve?”  The purpose, goals, and policies of the Community Plan are not being 
amended to specifically address widening Walerga Road.  See Section 3.5.1 of the Draft EIR, which 
begins on page 3-12.  Page 3-12 of the Draft EIR also states, “Since the Dry Creek/West Placer 
Community Plan was adopted in 1990, many land use changes have occurred in the Community Plan area, 
resulting in the need to update the Community Plan – Transportation Element to account for the effects of 
the proposed and approved developments and the associated traffic that is generated by them.”  Please 
also see Master Response 2, which describes the traffic increases in the Community Plan area. 

Response 15-13:  The Draft EIR analyzes all aspects of the proposed project at a level appropriate for a 
program EIR.  A program EIR has been prepared because this is the appropriate level of analysis for a 
plan, and because project-specific details will be determined once the plan is approved and funding is 
available for development of specific plan components. 

Subsequent to preparation of the NOP/IS, three new elements were added to the proposed project and 
were separately evaluated as a part of the Draft EIR.  The three new elements included widening of 
selected Community Plan area roadways (i.e., Watt Avenue, Walerga Road, and PFE Road) as described 
in Section 2.2.2 on page 2-5 in the Draft EIR.  As explained in Section 3.5.2, which starts on page 3-14 in 
the Draft EIR, all ground disturbance associated with the proposed project would primarily occur in 
previously disturbed areas, with the temporarily disturbed areas returned to pre-project conditions after 
construction is complete.  No new roadways are proposed.  Because no new roadways are proposed and 
the scale of impact is immediately adjacent to existing roadways, biological impacts associated with the 
proposed project would be similar to those described in the NOP/IS.  Please also see pages 2-8 through 
2-16 of the Draft EIR, which describe additional studies undertaken to assess whether additional ground-
disturbing activities would affect biological or cultural resources, which confirmed the assessment in the 
NOP/IS, and Master Response 2. 

Response 15-14:  The commenters seem to be confusing the significance determination made for 
hydrology/water quality with that made for the biological resources regarding the proposed project.  The 
proposed project would not involve construction of the proposed Walerga Road Bridge.  For the proposed 
project, less-than-significant impacts are anticipated to occur regarding a direct degradation of water 
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quality.  However, since the proposed project could involve indirect impacts to special-status fish species 
through construction-related water runoff into Dry Creek, Mitigation Measure B-N is required to reduce a 
potentially significant impact to a less-than-significant level.  Mitigation Measure B-N is described on 
page 2-14 of the Draft EIR. 

Response 15-15:  As stated on page 50 of the NOP/IS, “The proposed project alone would not induce or 
accelerate growth (and associated cumulative impacts) in the project vicinity; many other events must 
occur for substantial population growth to occur.  The temporary and permanent impacts of the proposed 
project are limited in nature and the proposed project is not anticipated to contribute to cumulatively 
considerable impacts, except potentially in the areas of transportation/traffic, noise, and air quality, where 
the potential exists for cumulatively considerable impacts.” 

Since transportation/traffic, noise, and air quality were identified as potentially resulting in cumulatively 
considerable impacts, they were analyzed in detail in the Draft EIR.  Section 7.2.2, which starts on page 
7-99 in the Draft EIR, defines the cumulative impact scenario that was analyzed.  The cumulative impact 
scenario includes a description of the land use assumptions and roadway assumptions that were analyzed.  
The air quality related cumulative impacts are shown on page 7-108 in the Draft EIR, with the following 
determination:  “…the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts on air quality, including 
greenhouse gas emissions, is not considered cumulatively considerable.  Therefore, the proposed project’s 
cumulative impact on air quality would be less-than-significant.” 

Response 15-16:  Please see Master Response 3. 

Response 15-17:  Placer County staff disagrees with the commenters’ suggestion that, “Most of the 
recommended mitigation measures are inadequate…”  The mitigation developed for the Draft EIR is 
appropriate for a program level analysis because project-specific details regarding the proposed project 
have yet to be developed.  Once detailed design for the proposed project is developed, additional 
mitigation can be developed if necessary through the Subsequent Conformity Review Process as 
described above in Response to Comment 15-5. 

The commenters specifically suggest that, “…impacts to biological resources relies on future reports that 
may be undertaken and compliance with recommendations that may be made in the report to mitigate 
impacts.”  Because this is an update to a plan, analyzed on a programmatic basis, project-specific details 
regarding the individual components of the proposed project have yet to be developed.  While effective 
mitigation for impacts to biological resources is identified on pages 2-9 through 2-14 in the Draft EIR, it 
is not feasible to define a mitigation strategy for an exact site in a plan. 

Response 15-18:  Table 2-2, which starts on page 2-24 in the Draft EIR, presents a summary of the 
impacts and mitigation associated with the proposed project.  It is meant to truncate the detail for 
presentation purposes.  Table 2-2 was created from specific text in Sections 2.4, 4.3, 4.4, 5.3, 5.4, 6.3, 
and 6.4.  The commenters did not provide any specifics where the impacts and mitigation differ in Table 
2-2 versus Sections 2.4, 4.3, 4.4, 5.3, 5.4, 6.3, and 6.4.  Therefore, this comment is noted but no response 
is possible. 

Response 15-19:  Please see Response to Comment 15-17. 

Response 15-20:  Section 7.3, which begins on page 7-114 in the Draft EIR, analyzes the growth-
inducing impacts of the proposed project.  As stated on page 7-115, “Under the proposed project, the 
population and housing in the Community Plan area would remain as currently exists or is planned, as no 
new buildings or residents are associated with the proposed project.  The proposed project would not 
generate new traffic, but would redistribute traffic throughout the Community Plan area with the potential 
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to increase local congestion on some roadways and intersections.”  The proposed project does not propose 
new development.  Therefore, no new vehicle trips would be generated by the proposed project. 

Response 15-21:  Please see Master Response 7. 

Response 15-22:  Please see Master Response 7. 

Response 15-23:  Please see Master Response 7. 

Response 15-24:  Please see Master Response 7. 

Response 15-25:  Please see Master Response 3. 

Response 15-26:  All of the residents within the Community Plan area will be affected by the LOS along 
Walerga Road and at the intersection of Walerga Road/PFE Road due to cumulative traffic impacts.  The 
LOS along Cook-Riolo Road will be E and F, depending on the segment, at build out.  The County 
analyzed five different roadway network alternatives in an effort to determine which network created the 
fewest physical impacts and resulted in the best LOS for the entire roadway network.  Chapter 7 of the 
Draft EIR includes detailed descriptions of the various roadway networks, the resulting impacts, and 
LOS.  Please also see Master Response 6. 

Response 15-27:  As stated on page 27 of the NOP/IS, “Construction of the proposed project would 
require sporadic lane closures for a limited time…Adherence to industry standard BMPs, such as 
implementation of a traffic control plan and the use of flag persons, would result in a less-than-significant 
impact.” 

Page 27 of the NOP/IS goes on to state:  “Implementation of the proposed project would not interfere 
with any emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, since PFE Road would remain open to 
vehicular traffic.  However, the speed reduction treatments would reduce travel speeds from 
approximately 40 to 30 miles per hour (mph) on the affected roadways.  The reduction in travel speeds 
would slightly increase emergency response times because emergency vehicles would have to navigate 
the proposed speed reduction treatments, which would require a slower speed.  However, the slight 
increase is considered less than significant by the Placer County Sheriff’s Department, the California 
Department of Forestry/Placer County Fire Hazard Mitigation Program, and the California Highway 
Patrol (Walton, 2007; Dimaggio, 2007).” 

Additionally, the widening of Walerga Road, Watt Avenue, and PFE Road under the proposed project 
would facilitate emergency access within the Community Plan area in the future due to the additional 
roadway capacity. 

Response 15-28:  Placer County regularly participates in the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) 
“Safe Routes to School” program.  The concept is to increase the number of children who walk or bicycle 
to school by funding projects that remove the barriers that currently prevent them from doing so.  Those 
barriers include lack of infrastructure, unsafe infrastructure, lack of programs that promote walking and 
bicycling through education/encouragement programs aimed at children, parents, and the community.  
Placer County was awarded federal funding in 2009 in order to design improvements for the Sheridan 
Elementary School, which is lacking in basic safety improvements.  The Safe Routes to School program 
is an extremely competitive program, as Placer County competes with all other local government agencies 
in California to receive federal funding. 
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Placer County also regularly works with school districts to improve safety at school sites.  It is the 
County’s desire to provide safe access for students.  Placer County typically relies on developers to 
construct the necessary frontage improvements that include sidewalks and bike lanes such as on Walerga 
Road with the Morgan Creek and Doyle Ranch subdivisions, or Cook-Riolo Road with the Morgan 
Greens Subdivision. 

In 2008 Placer County worked with the Weimar Middle School in order to provide safer ingress and 
egress not only for students, but for parents picking up their students. 

If construction during off-summer months is to occur when the speed-reduction treatments are 
constructed, a construction management plan will be created in order to identify reasonable mitigations 
for both student and parental routes to school.  Since Placer County is not proposing the construction of 
speed-reduction treatments at this time, it would be premature to prepare the plan now. 

Response 15-29:  Please see Master Response 6 and Response to Comment 5-6. 

Response 15-30:  Please see Master Response 5. 

Response 15-31:  The commenters suggest that Doyle Ranch subdivision streets will be used by traffic 
escaping Walerga Road (i.e., to cut through to other roadways).  Placer County staff disagrees with this 
suggestion.  Doyle Ranch Drive and Farrier Way do not connect with any Community Plan area roadways 
except Walerga Road at this point in time.  The commenters provide no specifics to substantiate a claim 
of cut through traffic.  Therefore, this comment is noted but no response is possible. 

Response 15-32:  In 1996, Placer County implemented the Countywide Traffic Impact Fee Program and 
split the County into districts based on community plans or geographic areas.  At that time the existing 
Dry Creek Fee Program was incorporated into the Countywide program.  After the adoption of this 
Community Plan – Transportation Element update, the Capital Improvement Program and district fee will 
be modified to reflect the current roadway projects, including the need to widen Walerga Road from 
Baseline Road to the Sacramento County line.  Traffic impact fees are paid at the time of issuance of 
building permits, so even if a project has received environmental and land use approvals (e.g., Placer 
Vineyards, Regional University, Riolo Vineyards, Silver Creek), they would pay the traffic impact fee in 
effect when the building permits are issued.  In addition, the County has been able to negotiate an 
agreement with the City of Roseville such that projects developing within the City pay their fair share for 
impacts to Placer County roads. 

The Community Plan looks at road improvements necessary over an extended period of time, 
approximately 20 years in this instance, so that there is sufficient time to collect impact fees before the 
roadway improvements are needed.  The Dry Creek Fee Program was designed, and continues to operate 
without supplemental funding from the County General Fund. 

The commenters go on to ask, “Can sufficient funding be raised from traffic impact fees, CIP funding, 
and future developer contributions to complete the Project described in the Draft EIR without an infusion 
from the county general fund?  Who will fund the Walerga Road widening in front of Doyle Ranch?”  
Since the proposed project is not anticipated to be constructed until approximately 20 to 25 years from 
now, and because the need for improvements is dependent upon approved new development being 
constructed, sufficient time is available to collect the necessary traffic impact fees to construct the 
proposed project without a cash infusion from the County general fund. 

Response 15-33:  Please see Response to Comment 10-5. 



 3.0 Comments and Responses 

R:\10 PFE\FEIR\PFE FEIR.doc Page 3-123 October 2010 

Response 15-34:  Please see Response to Comment 2-1. 

Response 15-35:  Please see Master Response 2.  Placer County staff disagrees with the commenters’ 
statement that “Sufficient information exists that would allow for a quantifiable assessment of these 
impacts to be conducted prior to adoption of the Final EIR.” 

Response 15-36:  Please see Master Response 3, which described the process by which the Walerga 
Bridge Widening Project was fully analyzed in an IS/MND. 

The commenters state that “The Draft EIR wrongly concludes that it is sufficient to require contractors to 
stay 100 feet away from the Dry Creek Channel to mitigate Project impacts.”  Placer County staff 
disagrees with this statement.  As stated on page 3 of the Initial Study supporting the MND, the existing 
Walerga Road Bridge is 126 feet long and the proposed Walerga Road Bridge will be 529 feet long, a 
difference of 403 feet.  Because of the length of the proposed Walerga Road Bridge, construction 
activities associated with the proposed project will be more than 100 feet from the Dry Creek Channel. 

Pages 15 through 24 of the Initial Study supporting the MND analyzed the biological resource impacts of 
the proposed Walerga Road Bridge.  Pages 16 through 22 of the Initial Study supporting the MND 
analyze the special-status species impacts of the proposed Walerga Road Bridge, while pages 23 and 24 
outlined the proposed mitigation to reduce potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Response 15-37:  Mitigation Measure B-C on pages 2-9 and 3-10 in the Draft EIR prescribes pre-
construction nesting raptor surveys as a part of the proposed project.  This mitigation measure specifically 
addresses Swainson’s hawk impacts. 

Response 15-38:  The NOP/IS evaluated the light and glare impacts of the proposed project.  As stated on 
page 6 of the NOP/IS, “Construction of the proposed project would not create a substantial source of light 
or glare.  The study area is currently illuminated with standard street lighting.  Additional lighting would 
be installed as part of the design of the speed reduction treatments, and would comply with county 
standards regarding lighting.”  Lighting would also be installed according to county standards in 
conjunction with the widening of the selected Community Plan area roadways (i.e., Watt Avenue, 
Walerga Road, and PFE Road).  As stated on page 6 of the NOP/IS, “Many other visual/aesthetic 
elements of the community adjacent to the roadways serve as buffers that would limit the direct line of 
sight views of the new lighting.  The proposed project would result in a slight increase in overall light 
intensity in the vicinity of the project site(s).  The impact on surrounding properties would be considered 
be less than significant.”  Because no new roadways are proposed and the scale of impact is located 
immediately adjacent to existing roadways, light and glare impacts on nesting raptors associated with the 
proposed project would be similar to those described in the NOP/IS. 

Response 15-39:  The list of special-status species that were reviewed were based on the follow sources 
as stated on page 12 of the NOP/IS and page 2 of the Appendix C memorandum in the Draft EIR:  the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), California Natural Diversity Database (CDFG, 2007; 
CDFG, 2008) for the Citrus Heights and surrounding eight 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey 
quadrangles; and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) species lists for the quadrangles listed 
above (USFWS, 2007).  The commenters suggest the Draft EIR failed to address impacts to several 
special-status species, including “the great blue heron, sandhill crane, white-tailed kite, Coopers’ hawk, 
western pond turtle, and other species…”  Impacts to the western pond turtle and other species are 
discussed on pages 13 and 14 of the NOP/IS and pages 2 through 4 in the Appendix C memorandum in 
the Draft EIR.  Impacts to the great blue heron, sandhill crane, white-tailed kite, Coopers’ hawk were not 
specifically evaluated because they were not determined to be present in the study area, according to the 
CDFG and the USFWS databases. 
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Please also see Response to Comment 2-1 for additional information regarding biological resources. 

Response 15-40:  Mitigation measures C-E and C-F identified on pages 2-15 and 2-16 in the Draft EIR 
are appropriate for a program level analysis, for the reasons described in Response to Comment 15-17.  It 
is not known at this time if the previously documented cultural resources would be impacted by the 
proposed project.  The cultural resources mitigation measures on pages 2-14 through 2-16 in the Draft 
EIR have been designed to mitigate for impacts that could potentially occur. 

Response 15-41:  Walerga Road was constructed and has been in operation for several decades prior to 
the construction of the Doyle Ranch or Morgan Creek subdivisions.  As stated on page 164 of the 1990 
Community Plan, Walerga Road was identified as a six-lane roadway (see Table T-3).  The proposed 
project is limited to enhancing the existing roadway system in the Community Plan area.  The existing 
roadway system is located between the urbanized areas of northern Sacramento County and the City of 
Roseville.  Since no new roadways are proposed, and no homes would need to be removed to 
accommodate the proposed project, Placer County disagrees with the commenters’ statement that the 
proposed project would “physically divide an established community.”  Placer County recognizes that 
residents from each subdivision may walk/bicycle to the other, and discuss common issues affecting the 
two subdivisions.  However, these facts alone do not make the two subdivisions one entity.  Since 
Walerga Road existed long before either subdivision was built, it is not possible to divide the Doyle 
Ranch or Morgan Creek subdivisions, because they are already divided.  It is Placer County’s intent for 
residents within both subdivisions to have accessibility to each other.  Placer County does not intend to 
remove walkways or bikeways between the subdivisions. 

Response 15-42:  Please see Master Response 2. 

Response 15-43:  The Whisper Creek Subdivision, which dealt with the extension of Don Julio 
Boulevard, included a traffic study that showed that the extension of Don Julio Boulevard provided no 
real LOS benefit to Walerga Road or Foothill Boulevard.  Placer County anticipated that the same would 
hold true for North Antelope Road.  North Antelope Road would relieve some traffic burden on Cook-
Riolo Road, but not Walerga Road or Foothills Boulevard.  North Antelope Road, if extended, would 
have the added burden of constructing a bridge over Dry Creek.  Also, the signalization of the North 
Antelope Road and PFE Road intersection would mitigate the impact due to the elimination of the Don 
Julio Boulevard extension to PFE Road (refer to State Clearing House # 2004062132 – Whisper Creek 
EIR). 

Response 15-44:  Please see Response to Comment 5-1. 




